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ABSTRACT
When formulating their business strategies, companies are influenced by both the internal and external environments. Strategic
alignment has been studied extensively for more that two decades, most research has focused are on the strategic alignment
between business strategy and information systems [9][21][24]. Few works have studied the relationship between business
strategies and IS alignment from the perspective of different levels of management.
This study uses questionnaires and interviews to analyze the perspectives of thirty-three managers from different departments.
The findings show that the higher an executive’s level, the greater the alignment perceived between the company’s businesses
and IS strategies.
Keywords: Information systems strategy, business strategy, strategic alignment, different hierarchical management teams,
Alpha Networks.
INTRODUCTION
Companies are influenced by both the internal and the external environment when formulating their business strategies, and
Information technology (IT) plays a crucial strategic role for companies in this process [11][16][22]. IT has become a strategic
resource because it brings about or facilitates major changes in industry sectors, in competitive behavior, and in an
organization’s own strategy, structure, and functioning [6]. GartnerGroup’s 2005 annual survey contained 10 CIO resolutions
[7]. One of them was “use regulatory compliance demands to invest in related, strategic areas”. In other words, CIO strategic
decision-making must consider resource allocation and how IS can enhance an organization’s performance. This study builds
on Miles and Snow’s [17] typology of Prospectors, Defenders, and Analyzers. The business strategy profiles of these three
types are developed using 1) Venkatraman’s [28] operationalization of business strategy; and 2) Sabherwal and Chan’s [24]
research based on Venkatraman [28] business strategy typology and analysis the alignment of business and IS strategies.
Moreover, the paper builds the theoretical profiles of IS strategies that are the most appropriate for Prospectors, Defenders and
Analyzers. Alignment is examined as a corporate IS strategy corresponding to the business strategy that the company adopts.
The prospective management implications of alignment are then assessed.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Business Strategy
A business strategy is a consequence of decisions made to guide an organization in terms of the environment, structure, and
processes that influence its organizational performance. Approaches that distinguish between business strategies are
multivariate, textual, or typological [10]. The goal of typological approaches, especially Miles and Snow’s model [17], is to
create a better understanding in order to identify the real business strategy of an organization. Miles and Snow’s typology
consists of four types of business operation defined as prospectors, defenders, analyzers, and reactors.
Defenders have narrow product-market domains. These organizations seldom need to make major changes in their technology,
structure, or methods of operation. They devote more attention to improving the efficiency of their existing operations.
Table1. Definition of business strategy attributes
Attributes
Defensiveness
Riskness
Aggressiveness
Proactiveness

Analysis

Venkatraman’s Definition [28]
reflects Mile and Snows’[17] defensive behavior, and emphasis on cost reduction and
efficiency methods.
captures the extent of riskiness reflected in various resource allocation decisions as well as
choice of products and markets.
improves market positions at a relatively faster rate than the competitors. Product innovation
and market development are highly priority in this type of company.
reflects proactive behavior in relation to participation in emerging industries, constant search
for market opportunities and experimentation with potential responses to changing
environment trends.
focuses on overall problem solving viewpoint. It related to the “comprehensiveness” trait,
which is conceptualized and measured as an important construct of the strategic
management process. This attribute does not reflect the “analyzer” behavior of Miles and
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Snow [17] typology, which simply indicates a balance between “pure prospecting” and “pure
defensive” behavior.
reflects temporal consideration reflected in key strategic decisions. It also concerns with
Futurity
effectiveness (long-term) versus efficiency (shorter- term).
Prospectors search for market opportunities almost constantly; hence, they are the creators of change that their competitors
must respond to. Because of their highly product and market innovation, these organizations are not usually very efficient.
Analyzers have the strengths of defenders and prospectors. They operate efficiently through the use of formalized structures
and processes. Senior managers watch their competitors closely for new ideas, and rapidly adopt those that hold the most
promise.
Reactors have little competition with their competitors. Because their organizations lack consistent strategic-structural
relationships, they seldom make adjustments of any sort, until forced to do so by environmental pressure. Some researchers [10]
argue that this organization type is not viable in the long run. In this paper, we do not consider this type of operation.
Miles and Snow’s typology captures the strategic differences among different types of business operation in
industry-independent terms [10]. Several studies [9][13][14][17][21][24][26] have identified the theoretical profiles of Miles
and Snow’s business strategies. Venkatraman [28] developed a strategy concept called Strategic Orientation of Business
Enterprises (STROBE), which is partly based on Miles and Snow’s typology. He proposed six strategic attributes, as shown in
Table 1. Subsequently, Sabherwal and Chan [24] proposed a research framework and used STROBE as a strategy typology.
They modified Venkatraman’s attribute “riskiness” to “risk aversion” because of a more conservative view of business strategy.
IS Strategy
IS strategy focuses on systems or business applications of IT, and is primarily concerned with aligning them with business
needs and using them to derive strategic benefits [6]. King [12] argues that the IS strategy should be derived from the Business
Strategy. Indeed, IS strategy is directly concerned with business applications, and there have been previous suggestions that it
should be aligned with business strategy [3][12][33]. Lederer and Mendelow’s [15] research findings show that aligning
business and IS strategies, including the developed systems being more critical to the organization and top management
support for IS projects. These works suggest that alignment between business and IS strategies enhances business success.
Operational support systems are linked to IS in order to monitor and control operational level events, and are expected to
facilitate operational efficiency. Several researchers [24][26] rated the importance of operational support systems as high,
medium, and low for defenders, analyzers, and prospectors, respectively. Defenders using these systems are expected to
encounter slower rates of change, and the systems are ideally suited for improving and maintaining efficiency. Prospectors, on
the other hand, may underutilize or mis-utilize a system’s resources because they frequently change their business domains,
transactions and business processes.
Market information systems related to IS focus on markets and product sales. Prospectors using these systems focus on product
and market trends and have bigger marketing budgets than defenders [10]. Prospectors also have more flexibility than
defenders, who are unable to respond quickly to major shifts in the market. Analyzers have successful imitation, which is
accomplished through extensive market surveillance. Hence, analyzers also rank high in the use of market information
systems.
Inter-organizational systems emphasize stability so there are few changes in these systems [24]. Defenders and analyzers
benefit more from these systems than prospectors because, unlike prospectors, they need more stable relationships with their
customers and suppliers [24]. Prospectors make less use of structured inter-organizational systems because of the lack of
formalization. On the other hand, inter-organizational systems can provide analyzers with product/sales information, which can
facilitate complex collaboration between product and marketing functions.
Strategic decision support systems have received less attention in the literature. According to Sabherwal and Chan’s [24]
research, the business strategy attributes of these systems play a major role in all three configurations. Prospectors benefit from
these systems because they facilitate quick strategic decision-making (proactiveness), while defenders can use them to make
long-term plans (futurity). Meanwhile, analyzers can utilize these systems to obtain more information about the internal and
external environment.
Strategic Alignment
Strategy alignment can be implemented in many different ways [25], one of which is business and IS strategy alignment.
Several studies have highlighted the importance of this type of alignment [12][33]. Venkatraman et al. [29] proposed a strategic
alignment model that includes business strategy, information technology strategy, organizational infrastructure and processes,
and information technology infrastructure and processes, as shown in Figure1.
In this model, IS processes are analogous to the business processes that support and shape the firm’s ability to execute its
business strategies [29, p.141]. The greater the alignment between an enterprise’s business strategy and IS strategy, the more
chance there is that the IS strategy will be successful. Organizations with stronger alignments between their business and IS
strategies are also more likely to utilize IS to gain a competitive advantage [6][29].
Different Level Managers Involvement
Some researchers have suggested that the business strategy is not always explicit or consciously developed at the top of an
organization [2][19]. In such cases, the chief executives’ views of their organizations’ strategies do not necessarily align with
the actual strategies, which are observed by objective data [20]. These chief executives often disagree with their management
teams as to what the organization’s strategy should be [2].
Hambrick found that strategic awareness increases with organizational level. Managers closest to the top of the organization
are the most aware of its strategy [10]. On the other hand, some scholars, such as Mintzberg [19] and Quinn [31], observed
that there is a risk that an organization’s middle-level managers will over-zealously and single-mindedly implement a strategy
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once it is made explicit. This argument holds that strategic awareness can have a neutral or negative effect on
performance. However, some studies have found that agreement about strategy among top managers is positively related to
performance [33].
I/T Strategy

Business
Scope

Technology
Scope

Internal

Business Strategy

Distinctive
Competencie
s

Business
Governance

Linkage

Automation

Strategic Fit

External

Administrative
Infrastructure

Strategic Fit

Architectures

Process
Processes

I/T
Governance

Systemic
Competencies

Skills

Skills

I/S Infrastructure and Processed

Organizational Infrastructure
and Processed

Business

Functional Integration

Information Technology

Figure1. Strategic alignment model [11]
METHODOLOGY
Research Methodology and Framework
We chose the case study method to investigate the research questions. It is one of several approaches used in social science
research. Other methods include surveys, histories, the analysis of archival information, and experiments [32]. We use multiple
documents and archival records to analyze the development of IS and history of IS, since such sources reduce bias and they are
recommended for case study research. In fact, the various sources are highly complementary, and a good case study should
therefore use as many sources as possible [30]. This study is considered exploratory since few works have investigated the
relationship between business and IS strategy alignment from the perspective of different levels of management. We had a
pretest for questionnaires. Reliability test is conducted. Cronbach alpha values of all constructs are all above 0.7.
The research framework of this study, shown in Figure 2, is comprised of four major components: business strategies, IS
strategies, strategic alignment, and different levels of managers. We also propose four constructs. Business strategy signifies
business strategy position, using Miles and Snows [17] typology and Sabherwal and Chan’s [24] questionnaire. IS strategy
stands for IS strategic decisions, using Sabherwal and Chan’s [24] questionnaire. Based on this framework, we discuss the
perspectives of different levels of management on business and information systems strategy alignment.
Data Collection and Analysis
This research focuses on managers in different levels of the company. A questionnaire was sent out randomly using staff
members’ ID numbers. In total, 36 questionnaires were returned, of which 33 were valid. The valid retrieval rate was
approximately 91.6%. Next we consider the personal attributes of the managers who returned valid samples. Using Sabherwal
and Chan’s [24] analytical method, we calculate the alignment result of this company. The following Table 2 shows the 33
managers’ perceived strategic typologies.

Business Strategy
Alignment
IS Strategy

Figure2. Research Framework
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We also use Pearson’s correlation to analysis the relationship among some research variables. Table A (at the last page) shows
the results of the correlation analysis. According to Pearson’s correlation coefficient, the business strategy attributes of
Defensiveness, Analysis, Risk Aversion, Proactiveness, and Futurity are highly correlated with alignment. This implies that this
company prefers the Analyzer or Defender strategy. Note that Aggressiveness is not significant.
Table2. Managers perceived strategic typology
Position
1. chief technology officer
2. deputy general manager1
3. deputy general manager2
4. deputy general manager3
5. deputy general manager4
6. division manager1
7. division manager2
8. division manager3
9. department manager1
10. department manager2
11. department manager3
12. department manager4
13.department manager5
14.department manager6
15. section manager1
16. section manager2
17. section manager3

Strategic Typology
D
A
A
D
A
A
P
A
P
D
A
A
P
D
D
P
P

Position
18. section manager4
19. section manager5
20. section manager6
21. section manager7
22.section manager8
23. section manager9
24. section manager10
25. section manager11
26. section manager12
27. section manager13
28. section manager14
29. section manager15
30. section manager16
31. section manager17
32. section manager18
33. section manager19

Strategic Typology
P
P
P
P
P
P
A
A
A
A
A
A
D
D
D
D

Note: P, A, D represent Prospectors, Analyzers, and Defenders, espectively.

If we categorize these managers by department, we obtain another picture of the strategic typologies, as shown in Table 3.
A detailed analysis of IS strategy attributes shows that four attributes are correlated with alignment, especially Strategy Support
Systems, which are significant at p<0.01. We find that alignment is negatively correlated with Aggressiveness. The more
alignment there is between business strategy and IS strategy, the lower the importance of Aggressiveness.
DISCUSSION
Business strategy is formulated by top managers and implemented by first- and second-level managers. The CTO and one
deputy general manager consider that the business strategy of the company is Defender, while three deputy general managers
believe it is Analyzer. Miles and Snow [9] pointed out that the attributes or characteristics of Analyzer are similar to those of
Defender. We believe that this case has more conservative activities in business operations and R&D. Significantly CTO and
deputy general managers agree about their perceived business strategy. However, for first- and second-level managers, the
results are quite different. In other words they have many different perspectives about the company’s business strategy. We find
that eight section managers are Prospectors, seven are Analyzers, and four are Defenders. Inconsistent perspectives of business
strategy among section managers indicate that consensus is not happened in these two levels.
Table3. Managers perceived strategic typology categories by department
Department
Chief
Deputy
Division
DepartSection
Technology
General
Manager
ment
Manager
Officer
Manager
Manager
Manufacturing
n/a
1A
1A
1P
1P, 1A
Marketing
n/a
1A
1A
1P, 1A
/Sales
Finance
n/a
1A
n/a
1A
1A
HR
n/a
n/a
1D
1A
IT
n/a
1A
n/a
1P
1P, 2D, 3A
R&D
1D
1D
1P
1D
5P, 2D
Note: P, A, D represent Prospectors, Analyzers, and Defenders, respectively.

One reason for this situation is that first- and second-level managers do not attend business operational meetings and annual
strategic planning meetings. These meetings are only for high level managers, such as the CTO and deputy general managers.
Another reason is that high level managers do not clearly explain the business strategy and IS strategy to their subordinates,
especially first-level managers.
Proposition 1: The higher an executive’s level, the greater alignment between business and IS strategies.
On the other hand, different departments may have different perspectives about their business and IS strategies. For instance,
the deputy general managers of the R&D department believe that their business strategy is Defender. Other deputy managers,
such as manufacturing, finance, and IT, believe that their business strategy is Analyzer. This is because each department has its
own functional strategy and it must align with the business strategy.Different departments have various culture, resource, and
contributions for the company. Under these circumstances, it is difficult for deputy general managers and their subordinates to
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follow the business and IS strategies completely. In addition, the perceived business strategy of the deputy general manager of
the Manufacturing department is Analyzer. One division manager and one section manager have the same perception. The
Manufacturing department is under constant pressure to produce products as soon as possible and it must produce highly
quality products. If this department prefers Analyzer, it may need the balance between flexibility and efficiency. The company
has various products, such as LAN/MAN, Broadband, VoIP, Wireless, Digital Home, and IP Camera. The Manufacturing
department must schedule the production line to produce the various products on time and ship them to customers. Flexibility
and efficiency are therefore important for this department.
Proposition 2: Different departments have different perspectives about the company’s business and IS strategies.
In the IT department, two section managers perceive their business strategy as Defender, one section manager adopts the
Prospector strategy, and three managers adopt the Analyzer strategy. The diversity of opinions may be caused by the managers’
job functions. For example, R&D, manufacturing, and marketing clients need quick service and responses when they have
problems with their information systems. The IT department fulfills a support function and plays an important role in serving
other departments. Hence, the IT department needs more efficiency than flexibility.
In the R&D department, the perceived business and IS strategy of two deputy general managers, one department manager and
two section managers is that of Defender. One division manager and five section managers think that their perceived business
and IS strategy is that of Prospector. These results are quite interesting and need to be analyzed in depth. This company has a
more conservative culture than other companies in the same industry. It does not develop first product to market (compares
with other companies in the same industry). The CEO always observes the market trend and predicts future market needs. The
CTO emphasizes efficiency and quality, but not too much creativity. One division manager and five section managers think
that their business and IS strategies are Prospectors. These results show low alignment in this department, which may lead to
conflict in terms of business priorities. If managers have different strategies, the company’s performance will be affected.
Proposition 3: Same departments will not consequentially have consistent in perspectives about the company’s business and
IS strategies.
CONCLUSIONS
We have investigated the perspectives of managers at different levels of a company with regard to business and IS strategies.
The results show that business and IS strategies are highly aligned at higher management levels. Different perspectives about
business and IS strategies among managers are normal. When an organization grows, effective communications among
different levels of managers becomes more difficult. First-level managers who do not know anything about business and IS
strategies are not surprising because they hardly receive these messages from top managers. With regard to managerial
implications, we suggest that senior managers should explain business and IS strategies to first- and second-level managers at
department meetings. This would help those managers understand the actual strategy so they could implement in their business
activities.
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TableA. Pearson’s correlation
(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(1)Alignment

1

(2)Defensiveness

.602**

1

(3)Analysis

.663**

.713**

1

(4)Risk Aversion

.493**

.157

.533**

1

(5)Proactiveness

.650**

.367*

.431*

.268

1

(6)Futurity

.628**

.207

.483**

.589**

.434*

1

(7)Aggressiveness

-.146

.019

-.113

-.155

-.082

-.152

1

(8)Operational Systems

.599**

.506**

.392*

.074

.319

.152

-.348*

1

.659**

.375*

.488**

.156

.447**

.270

-.071

.395*

1

.636**

.338

.452**

.287

.460**

.479**

-.276

.513**

.633**

1

.664**

.329

.571**

.394*

.462**

.507**

-.373*

.525**

.672**

.824**

(9)Interorganizational

(11)

Systems
(10)Market Information
systems
(11)Strategic Support
Systems
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